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they	 taught.	 Coming	 from	 a	 free	 church	 tradition,	 it	 was	 not	 until	
my	undergraduate	years,	 and	particularly	during	a	course	 I	 took	on	
Christian	worship,	that	my	mind	was	opened	up	to	a	horizon	broader	
than	 my	 own.	 And	 the	 writings	 of	 the	 Torrance	 brothers	 further	
fostered	this	new	passion	for	me.
If	he	were	still	with	us,	Colin	Gunton	would	most	certainly	have	




waiting	 to	 be	 developed.	One	 of	 his	 papers	which	 has	 long	
continued	to	work	in	my	mind	is	that	on	‘The	Mind	of	Christ	
in	Worship.	The	Problem	of	Apollinarianism	in	the	Liturgy’.1	
I	want	 to	 reflect	 on	 the	underlying	 concerns	Torrance	 raises	 in	 this	
essay	 and	 explore	 his	 emphasis	 on	 Christ’s	 mediatorial	 role,	 with	






I. Torrance’s desire for praise that reflects Christ’s mediatorial 
role
a) Changes in the doxologies of corporate worship
The	 Westminster	 Catechism	 teaches	 that	 humanity’s	 chief	 end	 is	
to	 glorify	God	 and	 to	 enjoy	 him	 for	 ever.	 In	 the	 early	 church,	 the	
trinitarian	 nature	 of	 this	 praise	 was	 expressed	 in	 a	 doxology	 that	
reflected	the	mediatorial	role	of	Christ:	‘Glory	to	the	Father	through	








In	 the	 wake	 of	Arianism,	 the	 church	 sought	 to	 uphold	 the	 full	
divinity	 of	 Christ.	 Jungmann	 charted	 this	 development	 via	 the	














Basil’s	argument	in	On the Holy Spirit	is	to	show	why	his	use	of	both	
doxologies	is	not	a	result	of	confusion.	Unfortunately,	the	bold	approach	
of	Basil	 in	 the	 face	of	heresy	eventually	gave	way	 to	 the	complete	
shadowing	 of	 the	 mediatorial	 doxology	 lest	 it	 be	 misunderstood.	
The	move	 away	 from	 the	mediatorial	 to	 the	 co-ordinated	doxology	
T
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was	 made	 in	 order	 to	 correct	 the	 misunderstanding	 of	 mediation.	
But	correction	came	with	a	cost.	The	emphasis	on	Christ’s	divinity	
would	soon	lead	to	the	recession	of	his	humanity	into	the	background.	
Graham	Redding	 summarises	well	 the	unforeseen	 consequence.	He	
writes	(quoting	Jungmann	at	the	end):
[…]	 as	 the	mediatorship	 and	 humanity	 of	 Christ	 faded	 into	
the	background	and	Christ	was	thrust	up	into	the	majesty	and	














reaction	 to	 Arianism,	 but	 in	 a	 comparatively	 undeveloped	
understanding	of	the	vicarious	role	of	the	incarnate	Son	along	
the	line	that	runs	from	Athanasius	to	Cyril	[…]6
Torrance	 engages	 with	 Nicholas	 Cabasilas,	 arguing	 that	 although	












is	 received	 by	 him.	 Then,	 he	 appropriates	 it	 to	 himself	 and,	 once	
appropriated,	it	becomes	part	of	his	offering	of	himself.	


















c) Re-emphasizing Christ’s continuing mediation
Torrance	 argues	 that	 our	 worship	 is	 a	 participation	 in	 heavenly	
worship.9	By	the	Spirit,	we	are	joined	to	Christ	who,	as	the	writer	of	
Hebrews	 insists,	 continues	 to	be	our	Leitourgos	–	 the	 leader	of	our	
worship.	In	his	desire	to	emphasize	the	continuing nature	of	Christ’s	








Christ’s	 continuing mediatorial	 role.	 Specifically,	 Torrance	 is	 wary	
of	a	mediatorial	doxology	that	only	includes	a	mediatorial	‘through’	
and	 not	 also	 a	mediatorial	 ‘with’.10	 So	 far,	 we	 have	 only	 seen	 the	





















the	 gift	 of	 participating	 in	 Christ’s	 offering	 of	 himself	 through	 the	
concept	of	worship	 as	 thanksgiving,	 and	 in	 so	doing	 turn	what	has	
been	a	primarily	systematic	discussion	into	something	more	practical.
II. Worship as thanksgiving: the pattern of our lives



























before	we	go	 to	bed.	 In	some	sense,	 it	 is	appropriate	 to	distinguish	




The	 Orthodox	 don’t	 make	 such	 a	 rigid	 distinction.	 They	 have	
what	 one	 could	 call	 a	 ‘sacramental’	 view	 of	 the	 world.	Alexander	
Schmemann,	 from	 whom	 came	 the	 second	 quotation	 above,	 talks	
about	 the	 false	 dichotomy	 between	 ‘spiritual’	 and	 ‘material’	 or	
‘sacred’	and	‘profane’.	He	makes	the	point	with	reference	to	eating,	
something	 that	 makes	 up	 a	 significant	 part	 of	 our	 daily	 grind.	 In	

























in	 it.	And	 in	 the	Bible	 to	bless	God	 is	not	a	“religious”	or	a	
“cultic”	act,	but	the	very	way of life.	God	blessed	the	world	[…]	
and	this	means	that	He	filled	all	that	exists	with	His	love	and	










communion	with	God?	Worship	 defined	 solely	 in	 terms	of	 offering	




























things.	 Such	 a	 practise	might	 seem	 the	 luxury	 for	 those	who	 have	
chosen	 the	 life	 of	 monastic	 discipline.	 On	 reflection,	 however,	 I’d	








III. The offering of life
a) Priests of creation
To	make	 such	 an	 offering	 of	 life	 is	 to	 opt	 in	 to	 the	 transformative	
power	of	God’s	grace,	 in	Christ.	 It	 is	 to	say	‘yes’	 to	 the	Spirit	who	
woos	us	and	entices	us	with	the	vocation	of	being	priests	of	creation.	
Schmemann	states:	
The	first,	 the	basic	definition	of	man	 is	 that	he	 is	 the priest.	
He	stands	 in	 the	center	of	 the	world	and	unifies	 it	 in	his	act	

































b) The big picture leading to a two-sided approach
The	duty	and	joy	of	‘giv[ing]	thanks	to	the	Lord’	did	not	come	into	
being	after	 the	Fall.	This	vocation	was	humanity’s	calling	 from	 the	
outset	 of	 creation.	 To	 be	 a	 priest	 of	 creation	was	 to	 be	 a	 priest	 in	
the	 order	 of	Melchizedek.	When	 thinking	 of	 priesthood	 in	 the	Old	
Testament,	 the	 contingent	 priesthood	 of	 sacrifice,	 the	 priesthood	 of	
Aaron,	 is	 undoubtedly	 the	 priesthood	 that	 readily	 comes	 to	 mind.	





(i)	The retrospective and prospective aspects of atonement
In	 his	 theory	 of	 atonement,	 John	 McLeod	 Campbell	 articulates	 a	
distinction	 between	 the	 retrospective	 and	 prospective	 aspects	 of	
atonement,	a	distinction	that,	I	believe,	can	help	us	here.	Simply	put,	



















For	 it	 is	 within	 this	 framework	 that	 we	 can	 best	 understand	 the	
priesthood	 of	 Christ	 and	 the	 nature	 of	 his	 offering.	 Scripture’s	
immediate	concern	is,	admittedly,	‘[…]	with	the	narrower,	contingent	
business	 of	 atonement	 for	 sin’.21	 Nevertheless,	 without	 awareness	
and	understanding	of	 the	bigger	picture	we	are,	I	believe,	unable	to	
understand	this	‘business’	adequately.
(ii)	The essence of the offering and the context in which it is given








Milligan	 emphasizes	 the	 ‘supereminent	 importance’	 of	 the	
priestly	office.23	He	argues	that	Christ’s	priesthood	is	after	the	order	
of	Melchizedek,	 not	Aaron.24	As	 a	whole,	 the	 characteristics	 of	 the	












The	person	and	work	of	Christ	 remains	constant,	 for	 in	essence	
what	he	is	and	does	is	always	the	same.	The	essence	of	the	work	does	
not	change,	only	 the	context	 in	which	 it	 is	wrought.	This	 resonates	
well	with	Campbell’s	 theory	 of	 the	 atonement.	 If	 the	 atonement	 is	
considered	 in	 its	own	 light,	Campbell	 argues,	 it	 becomes	clear	 that	
it	 serves	 the	 incarnation,	 and	 the	 bigger	 picture	 that	 we	 are	 led	 to	
see	 becomes	 the	 lens	we	 use	 for	 adequate	 interpretation.	What we	
see	 is	 the	 same,	 but	 how	 we	 see	 it	 changes.	 Having	 considered	 a	
theological	framework	in	which	the	atonement	serves	the	purposes	of	
the	incarnation,	I	want	to	suggest	how	this	framework	holds	promise.	




a) The relationship of humiliation and exaltation
First,	 the	 framework	 in	 which	 the	 atonement	 serves	 the	 purposes	
of	 the	 incarnation	 contributes	 to	 the	 debate	 as	 to	 whether	 or	 not	
we	 should	 understand	Christ’s	 life	 as	 two	 separate	 stages	 –	 one	 of	
humiliation	 and	one	of	 exaltation.	Karl	Barth,	 for	 one,	 rejected	 the	
two-stage	framework,	arguing	that	in	his	person,	Christ	was	at	once	
the	humiliated	and	exalted	one.	Barth’s	influence	on	Torrance	is	clear	











b) A cross with two sides
Second,	 the	framework	in	which	the	atonement	serves	 the	purposes	
of	 the	 incarnation	enables	us	 to	deal	with	 the	paradoxical	nature	of	



































eternal	 advocate.	The	 offering	 that	was	 given	 is	 continued	 as	 it	 is,	
‘[…]	forever	held	up	before	God	on	our	behalf.’30
Because,	 however,	 the	 offering	 itself	 is	 good	 and	 is	 recognized	
as	such	in	the	resurrection	and	ascension,	the	eternal	offering	is	not	
simply	 to	be	understood	as	 the	 eternal	 efficacy	of	Christ’s	death	 in	
terms	of	the	wages	of	sin.	It	is	also	to	be	understood	as	the	continual	
offering	 of	 the	 obedient	 life	 lived.	 That	 is,	 Christ’s	 whole	 life	 of	
obedience	is	the	offering	that	is	brought	into	the	inner	sanctuary.	And	
because	we	are	saved	not	from	but	to such	an	obedient	life,	Christ’s	
continuing	 intercession	at	 the	Father’s	 right	hand	 is	concerned	with	
drawing	us	in	to	share	what	is	offered.	This	means	that	our	worship	
is	really	a	joining	in	Christ’s	worship.	The	image	–	or	should	we	say	
sound	 –	 is	 that	 of	 a	mighty	 Eucharistic	 chorus:	 the	many,	 in	 their	
particularity,	gathered	to	the	one.




























































Through him, with him and in him, in the unity of the Holy 
Spirit, all glory and honour is thine, Almighty Father, for 
ever and ever. Amen.34
Notes
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Mowry	 LaCugna	 provides	 a	 helpful	 summary	 of	 Jungmann’s	
analysis:	 ‘The	 liturgical	 development	 might	 be	 charted	 in	 this	
way.	 Initially	praise	was	given	 to	God	 through	Christ;	Then,	 as	
the	Arian	controversies	took	hold,	praise	was	directed	to	God	(or	
Father)	through	Christ	in	the	Holy	Spirit	(with	the	church);	to	the	
Father	 through	 the	Son	 in	 the	Holy	Spirit;	 to	 the	Father	and	 the	
Son	 together	with	 the	Holy	Spirit;	 to	 the	Father,	 through	Christ	
and	in	Christ,	in	the	Holy	Spirit;	to	the	Father	and	the	Son	and	the	




much	 longer	 in	 the	West,	 although	here	 too	 it	would	eventually	
become	 overshadowed	 by	 an	 interpretation	 of	 ‘who	 lives	 and	
reigns’	that	focussed	on	Christ’s	divinity.	See	209–11;	221–4.
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		 Graham	 Redding,	 Prayer and the Priesthood of Christ in 





of	Apollinarianism	in	the	Liturgy,”	in	Theology in Reconciliation: 
Essays Towards Evangelical and Catholic Unity in East and 
West	 (London:	 Geoffrey	 Chapman,	 1975),	 189	 f.	 Torrance	 is	
dependent	 on	 Jungmann’s	work,	 though	 he	 argues	 that	 a	 subtle	









		 He	 looks	 at	 ways	 in	 which	 the	 mediatorial	 and	 co-ordinated	
formulae	were	 brought	 together.	 (To	 avoid	 confusion,	 it	 should	
be	 noted	 that	 where	 I	 have	 followed	 others	 in	 distinguishing	
between	‘mediatorial’	and	‘co-ordinated’,	applying	them	both	as	
adjectives	to	‘doxology’,	Torrance	simply	contrasts	‘mediatorial’	





power	 and	glory	 for	 ever	 and	ever.	Amen.’	Variations	upon	 this	
combination	of	the	mediatorial	and	doxological	formulae	in	which	
care	is	taken	to	retain	a	mediatorial	‘with’ alongside	of	a	mediatorial 








the	 elision	 of	 the	mediatorial	 ‘with’	with	 the	 doxological	 ‘with’	
tended	to	have	the	effect	of	weakening	the	mediatorial	‘through’,	
especially	when	 the	whole	 concept	 of	 praying	 and	worshipping	
with	 Jesus	 Christ	 dropped	 out	 of	 sight.	 Thus	 the	 retention	 in	 a	
liturgy	of	an	unambiguous	mediatorial	‘with whom’	along	with	a	
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mediatorial	 ‘through whom’	may	well	 be	 taken	 as	 an	 indication	
that	the	old	classical	understanding	of	Christian	worship,	at	least	
in	 its	Athanasian-Cyrillian	 form,	 remains	 intact.	 That	 is	 surely	
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Milligan	 shows	 that	 by	 contrast,	 the	 priest	 after	 the	 order	 of	
Melchizedek	was	 a	 priest-king	whose	priesthood	was	universal,	
without	genealogy	(therefore	transcending	time),	spiritual	(about	
blessing	 not	 sacrifice),	 one	 (instead	 of	 many),	 unchangeable,	
continual,	royal,	about	the	person	(that	is,	not	by	succession),	and	
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